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FOREWORD 


At the outset of the work of the Senate Subcommittee on Internal 
Security of the Senate Committee on the Judiciary, the committee and 
the staff were clearly aware that the Communist Party, USA, was a 
conspiracy of considerable magnitude which had as its avowed object 
the violent overthrow and destruction of the constitutional govern- 
ment of the United States. We also knew that this malignant force 
counted among its members, past and present, some few who had 
articulated this object, and that the Communist ‘classics’ recorded 
the statements of these Communist leaders. 

It was consequently a source of some amazement to my colleagues 
and myself to find, as the work of the subcommittee went forw ‘ard, 
that this awareness was not common knowledge and that there was 
not readily available a compendium of proof to this effect. 

Accordingly, | deemed it desirable and proper to inquire into the 
possibility of printing a document like this one, and made inquiry of 
Mr. J. Edgar Hoover, Director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
as shown in the preface. 

This booklet is the result. I hope it will enable many Americans 
to recognize, once and for all, the unilateral, evil, and illegal aims of 
our enemy, international communism, of which the Communist 
Party, USA, is one tentacle. 

Par McCarran, Chairman. 
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PREFACE 


Unirep STaTes SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
June 21, 1952 
Hon. J. EpGar Hoover, 
Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
De partment of Justi tice, 5 ‘ashington, DP. C. 


oo Dear Mr. Hoover: As chairman of the Senate Internal 
curity Subcommittee, I am desirous of causing to be a for 

general distribution to the public documentary proof that the Com- 
munist Party in the United States is dedicated to the overthrow of 
the Government of the United States by force and violence. 

Realizing that the Federal Bureau of Investigation has actively 
participated in the development of the cases against the Communist 
leaders who were convicted of a conspiracy to overthrow the Govern- 
ment of the United States by force and violence, I am writing to 
inquire if you have available a compendium of such documentary 
proof which I could cause to be published. 

My kindest regards and best wishes to you. 

Sincerely, 
Par McCarran, Chairman. 


Unrirep States DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
FepeRAL Bureau OF pg ry 
Washington 2 25. D. C., June 25, 1982. 
Hon. Par McCarran, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Senator: I wish to acknowledge your communication 
of June 21, advising of your interest in compiling for general distribu- 
tion information reflecting documentary proof that the Communist 
Party in the United States is dedicated to the overthrow of the Govern- 
ment of the United States by force and violence. 

It so happens the Bureau recently compiled a monograph on this 
subject based primarily on the writings of Communist leaders. While 
this compilation was initially classified as confidential this is primarily 
pursuant to established policies and there will be no objection to your 
committee issuing this compilation. A copy of the monograph is 
enclosed. 

Sincerely, 
J. Epcar Hoover. 
v 





CONTENTS 


Introduction 
I. Nature and role of the Communist ‘‘classies’’_ 

II. Communist “classics” contain statements reflecting Communist Party 
policy concerning force and violence: These ‘‘classics’’ are circulated 
daily 

Ill. Communist “‘classies’”’ teach and advocate the overthrow and destrue- 
tion of government by force and violence 
A. Teachings of Marx and Engels 
B. Teachings of Lenin 
C. Teachings of Stalin 
IV. “Peaceful means”’ specifically rejected by Lenin and Stalin 


Page 


nN 


goninl Ww 


Ww bho 





DOCUMENTARY PROOF THAT THE COMMUNIST 
PARTY, USA, TEACHES AND ADVOCATES THE 
OVERTHROW AND DESTRUCTION OF THE UNITED 
STATES GOVERNMENT BY FORCE AND VIOLENCE 


INTRODUCTION 


The purpose of this brief paper is to set forth documentary proof 
that the Communist Party, USA, teaches and advocates the over- 
throw and destruction of the United States Government by foree and 
violence, 

With reference to documentation, the aim is to provide quotations 
which are authoritative, brief, clear and conclusive. A vast abun- 
dance of additional source material of a documentary nature is, of 
course, available. However, it is not deemed either necessary, to 
prove the points made, or advisable, lest the text be unduly 
lengthened. 

The Communist Party, USA, accomplishes the teaching and 
advocacy of the overthrow and destruction of the United States 
Government by force and violence through the circulation of Com- 
munist “‘classics’’ and through urging the study of these works as 
“guides to action.” 

The proof is set forth along the following lines: 

1. The head of the Communist Party, USA, states that: 

(a) the Communist “classics” (works of Marx, Engels, Lenin, and Stalin) 
contain the fundamental principles and program of communism. They are 
accepted by all Communist Parties, including the Communist Party, USA. They 
are adapted strategically and tactically, to the given situation in any country. 

(6) Communists set forth their policy on force and violence with ‘‘complete 
frankness.’’ The party daily circulates ‘‘classies’’? which speak out ‘“‘forthrightly 
and frankly’ upon the question of force and violence. 

2. The works of Marx, Engels, Lenin, and Stalin do indeed teach 
and advocate the overthrow and destruction of government by force 
and violence, as evidenced by quotations from and/or authoritative 
Communist statements regarding those works. 

3. Lenin and Stalin both specifically reject “peaceful means.”’ 
Both insist on the necessity for violent revolution. 

It may be noted that the Communist Party, USA, also teaches and 
advocates the overthrow of government by force and violence by 
means of its schools, where these ‘‘classics”’ are used, and where lectures 
and study outlines are based on them. This paper, however, is not 
devoted to these schools, but to the presentation of documentary proof 
of teaching and advocacy accomplished through the circulation of 
these ‘“classies,’’ which contain Marxist-Leninist teaching on violent 
revolution, for study and application by Communists. 

With reference to the italicized portions of the text of quotations 
set forth herein, said portions appear in italics in the original. 
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I. Nature AND RoLe or THE Communist “CLAssics’”’ 


Wiliam Z. Foster, chairman of the Communist Party, USA, made 
the following statement concerning the works of Marx, Engels, Lenin, 
and Stalin in 1949: 


These books are Communist classics. They contain the fundamental principles 
and program of communism. They are universal in their scope and they are 
accepted by all Communist Parties, including our own. They are the scientific 
guides of humanity to a freer, fuller life. They must be read, however, in the 
light of the actual situations to which they are applied. We American Com- 
munists apply them strategically and tactically in the need of specific American 
conditions (Wm. Z. Foster, In Defense of the Communist Party and the Indicted 
Leaders, pp. 10-11 (New York: New Century Publishers, July 1949)). 


To demonstrate how the last two sentences in the foregoing quota- 
tion in no way militate against the applicability of the fundamental 
principles and program of communism to the American scene, we may 
cite Stalin’s definitions of strategy and tactics: 


Strategy is the determination of the direction of the main blow of the proletariat 
at a given stage of the revolution, the elaboration of a corresponding plan for the 
disposition of the revolutionary forces (the main and secondary reserves), the 
fight to carry out this plan throughout the given stage of the revolution (J. Stalin, 
The Foundations of Leninism, in Problems of Leninism, p. 68 (Moscow: Foreign 
Languages Publishing House, 1947)). 

Tacties are the determination of the line of conduct of the proletariat in the 
comparatively short period of the flow or ebb of the movement, of the rise or de- 
cline of the revolution, the fight to carry out this line by means of replacing old 
forms of struggle and organization by new ones, old slogans by new ones, by com- 
bining these forms, ete. While the object of strategy is to win the war * * *, 
tactics concern themselves with less important objects, for they aim not at win- 
ning the war as a whole, but at winning a particular engagement, or a particular 
battle, at carrying through successfully a particular campaign or a particular 
action corresponding to the concrete circumstances in the given period of rise or 
decline of the revolution. Tactics are a part of strategy, subordinate to it and 
serving it (J. Stalin, The Foundations of Leninism, in Problems of Leninism, p. 70. 
(Moscow: Foreign Languages Publishing House, 1947)). 

The customary Communist ‘“dodge’’ on the question of force and 
violence is that the capitalist class will be the first to use violence, and 
the Communists will respond with violence; that the Communists 
prefer peaceful means, but that in the face of capitalist violence, force 
will be necessary. 

William Z. Foster quotes Joseph Stalin as having “correctly put 
the question of the Communists’ attitude toward violence’’ in his 
interview with H. G. Wells in 1934. Note that even in this text it is 
admitted that the ‘old system” is defending itself. (Thus the Com- 
munists are the aggressors, although they try by means of cunningly 
phrased arguments and allegations to disavow their advocacy of over- 
throw of government by force and violence.) 

‘“‘Communists do not in the least idealize the methods of violence. But they, 
the Communists, do not want to be taken by surprise, they cannot count on the 
old world voluntarily departing from the stage, they see that the old system is 
violently defending itself, and that is why the Communists say to the working 
class: Answer violence with violence; do all you can to prevent the old dying 
order from crushing you, do not permit it to put manacles on your hands, on the 
hands with which you will overthrow the old system’’ (All in italics in original) 
(William Z. Foster, In Defense of the Communist Party and the Indicted Leaders 
pp. 22-23. (New York: International Publishers, July 1949). Note: Foster 
gives as his source for the above quotation: Marxism vs. Liberalism, p. 17, New 
Century. This interview of Stalin by H. G. Wells was published by New Century 
Publishers, New York City, in September 1947). 
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II. Communist “Cuassics’’ CoNnTAIN STATEMENTS REFLECTING 
Communist Party Poticy CoNceRNING Force AND VIOLENCE: 
TueseE “Criassics” Are CrrcuLatTep DaILy 


William Z. Foster declared in 1949: 


* * * Communist Parties always enunciate their policies with complete 
frankness, as the Communist Manifesto so dramatically points out. If any 
books speak out more forthrightly and frankly upon the question of force and 
violence than Lenin’s State and Revolution or Stalin’s Foundations of Leninism 
(which we daily circulate), I cannot imagine what they could be (William Z. 
Foster, In Defense of the Communist Party and the Indicted Leaders, p. 25. 
(New York: New Century Publishers, 1949)). 


It may be noted, by way of potentially necessary rebuttal, that, 
although Foster subsequently found it necessary to publish a few 
“clarifications” (Political Affairs, June 1950, pp. 14-31) concerning 
the above-cited pamphlet, he in no way modified the statements al- 
ready quoted herein. As a matter of fact, his ‘‘clarifications’’ appear 
to be clearly designed to make certain that party members were not 
misled by his devious double-talk employed to ‘“defend’”’ the party 
leaders. 

The Communist Party, USA, has taught and advocated the over- 
throw of government by force and violence by urging “independent 
self-study” of the Marxist-Leninist ‘classics,’ and attendance at 
party schools where these “classics’’ are studied. It has urged that 
the principles acquired be applied in practice. 

In November 1947, in preparation for the centenary of The Com- 
munist Manifesto, William Weinstone wrote an article in the party’s 
monthly theoretical organ, Political Affairs, concerning Independent 
Self-Study of Marxism. He listed the main Marxist-Leninist ‘“clas- 
sics’’ and indicated ways in which they should be studied. A few of 
his statements are set forth: 


Naturally, to master Marxism and apply it effectively, one should know every- 
thing that Marxists have written. All students, particularly youth, as Lenin 
advised, should aspire to reach the luminous heights of the science— studying not 
only the works of Marxism, but the best works of all humanity. But one ac- 
quires a working knowledge of Marxism after reading a reasonable number of 
works, and fuller understanding and depth comes with further study and applica- 
tion of the acquired knowledge in practical work (William Weinstone, Independent 
Self-Study of Marxism, Political Affairs, November 1947, p. 1041). 

Independent self-study does not exclude attending schools and classes. In fact, 
study in schools and classes is extremely helpful in acquiring Marxist knowledge 
and the habit of theoretical study. However, it is only possible thoroughly to 
master Marxism by individual reading. In the last analysis, it is only through 
individual effort in reading, thinking, and working over the material, that one 
acquires a deep knowledge of the science. Students who have gone through short- 
time training schools would do well to read or reread the classics that they studied 
in part before continuing with wider reading, (ibid., footnote, p. 1040). 

Fortunately, the best popularizations of the basic views of Marxism-Leninism 
have been provided by the great teachers themselves. That is why reading the 
original works is the best, and in the long run the shortest, route to take. There 
is really no short-cut to knowledge * * * (ibid., p. 1044). 

* * * Lenin did not hesitate on the basis of new phenomena to develop the 
doctrines of Marx further. He did not add any new principles; he developed and 
made more concrete the doctrines in the new conditions of the class struggle under 
imperialism. He modified some individual propositions and opinions of Marx 
and Engels that had been outworn because they were arrived at under one set of 
circumstances and no longer applied in the same way to the new conditions. 
He formulated the theory of the possibility of victory of socialism in one or several 
countries, further developed the Marxist teachings on the dictatorship of the 
proletariat, on the role of the proletariat as leader of all the oppressed, on the 
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national and colonial question, and the nature of the party of the proletariat 
under imperialism—all of which make up Leninism, which is Marxism of the epoch 
of imperialism and the proletarian revolution. Stalin and other followers of Lenin 
have since advanced Marxism still further in the two decades since the death of 


Lenin, likewise modifying some individual judgments of Lenin and adding new 
ones. 


In the same way, in matters of tactics and strategy, Lenin studied Marx’s 
teachings dialectically. He studied them in relation to the times, comparing 
the situation in which Marx wrote with the current period, discovering similar- 
ities and differences, and at all times taking the peculiarities of each country into 
account while resolutely safeguarding the principles of Marxism against revision- 
ism. Lenin rebuked those who mechanically tried to apply the tactics proposed 
for one country as an absolute guide for another without regard to time or con- 
ditions * * * (ibid., pp. 1044-1045). 

* * * one must know both the general laws of Marxism ard the history and 
development of one’s own country.. The laws of Marxism are universally appli- 
cable and are “‘general guiding principles which in detail must be applied in 
England in a manner different from that applied in France, in France in a manner 
different from that applied in Germany, and in Germany in a manner different 
from that applied in Russia” (Lenin). 

This means that only he can lay claim to the title of Marxist in the United 
States who knows, not only the general writings of Marxism but the history of 
his own land, and who tries to apply these writings to the solution of the problems 
of America * * * (ibid., p. 1046). 


With reference to the foregoing, it may be noted that the principles, 
the laws, of Marxism are universally applicable and essentially un- 
changed. The differences in application are only matters of detail. 
The question of force and violence is hardly a matter of detail. 

With reference to the alleged modifications of “some individual 
propositions and opinions of Marx and Engels’’ by Lenin, it shall be 
shown in the next section of this paper that Lenin eliminated “excep- 
tions’ to the general law of violent revolution. Stalin has followed 
Lenin on this point. 

At the close of his article Weinstone engages in what may have been 
an attempt to disavow party responsibility for his instruction; he 
describes his instruction as “one man’s opinion.” This “one man’’ 
is no mere rank-and-filer. He was once a teacher in the Lenin School 
in Moscow, and has long been one of the outstanding figures in Com- 
munist schools in this country. 

The following material is set forth at considerable length because it is 
authoritative and current (1952) teaching of the Communist Party, 
USA, in which the party declares: 

Complete adherence to Marxism-Leninism—the teachings 
of Marx, Engels, Lenin, and Stalin; 
2. its advocacy of those teac hings; and 
3. its use of those teachings as a guide to action in preparation 
for the proletarian revolution. 

Another reason why it is set forth in extenso is because it reflects the 
current arguments and allegations by means of which the party seeks, 
deceptively, to accomplish two ends at the same time: 

1. to go on record as teaching the principles of Marx, Engels, 
Lenin, and Stalin, and the use thereof as a guide to action; 
2. and, at the same time, by means of devious dialectical 
“dodges,” to confuse the nonparty reader on the issue of force and 
violence, with a view to avoiding prosecution. 

The writer of the following material, Alexander Bittelman, is one 
of the party’s outstanding authorities on Marxism-Leninism. He is 
presently under indictment in New York, charged with a violation 
of the Smith Act of 1940: 
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* * * the magnificent historic fight of our epoch—the fight for socialism, for 


communism * * * is guided by the teachings of Lenin and of his great 
continuer Stalin. It is led by parties of Marxism-Leninism, by Communist and 
workers parties (Alexander Bittelman, Lenin’s Teachings and the Liberation of 
Humanity, Political Affairs, January 1952, p. 1). 

Lenin’s teachings are true. They are scientific. They represent the ideology 
of the most progressive class in our society, the working class. That is why the 
teachings of Lenin are capable of being a guide to action—a guide to progressive 
and revolutionary action by the working class and its allies under the leadership 
of the vanguard parties of the working class. That is why Lenin’s teachings 
are inspiring and guiding all the great progressive and liberating struggles of our 
epoch, the struggles of peace, democracy, national freedom and independence, 
and socialism. 

That is also why the monopolists, imperialists, and warmongers, the gang now 
dominating and ruling the United States, are persecuting those who believe in and 
advocate Lenin’s teachings. That is the reason why this gang of merciless ex- 
ploiters of the people is seeking to suppress altogether and, in fact, to outlaw 
the belief in, and advocacy of, the teachings of Marx, Engels, Lenin, and 
Stalin: .* 2* -* 

The Communists believe in and advocate the teachings of Lenin. 

The Communists are determined vanguard fighters for peace, democracy, 
against fascism, for the equal rights of the Negro people and for the defense 
and protection of the people’s living standards. 

Therefore, say the ideologists and executioners of the growing police state in 
the United States, declare Leninism a criminal conspiracy and put the advocates 
of Leninism in jail. 

In the process of realizing this declaration, the minions of the police state who 

are mutilating and destroying the Bill of Rights of the American people wholesale 
and retail, the masters of graft and corruption in public life, have found it neces- 
sary to create their own version of Leninism, built on fraud, falsification, and 
frame-up. The product of these efforts was an ugly caricature resembling some 
kind of gangster’s gadget for the commission of murder, robbery, and other 
violent deeds. This is Leninism, say the ideologists and executioners of the police 
state, a gadget for violent deeds, for the violent overthrow of the government 
And in doing so, the governmental agents of the warmongering and fascist- 
minded monopolies reveal to the world their own criminal and gangster concept 
of theory as a device and tool for violent deeds (ibid., pp. 1, 2). 
* * * the version of Leninism, the ugly caricature of Marxism-Leninism; 
framed up by the persecutors of communism in the United States, is based, not 
on the Communist coneept of theory, but on pragmatism and positivism, the 
concepts and ideologies of the warmongering and fascist-minded American 
monopolies. 

For the primary requisite of a theory for Communists is that it be objectively 
true. It must be scientific. It must correctly reflect the objective nature of 
things and precesses. It must correspond to the objective nature of things. 
Hence, the criterion of practice lies at the basis of the materialist—the Marxist- 
Leninist—theory of knowledge. Communists test the truth of their ideas and 
theories in practice. When a Marxist-Leninist idea succeeds in practice, we have 
demonstrated that the idea corresponds to the objective nature of things, that 
there exists a correspondence between our ideas and the objective nature of the 
things we perceive (ibid., p. 3). 

Theory for Communists must be capable of guiding the practice, the practical 
activities, of the working class, its allies, its vanguard party. * * * 

Theory for Communists, in that it is objectively true, is revolutionary theory. 
This must not be confused with the police-state caricature of Marxism-Leninism 
as a device for the violent overthrow of the Government. Our theory is a revolu- 
tionary theory, first, because it correctly and truthfully reflects the historical 
process of the decline and disappearance of the capitalist system of society and 
of the rise and consolidation of the new, the Socialist, system of society; secondly, 
because it guides the actions and struggles of the revolutionary class in society, 
the working class, in alliance with all exploited classes and groups and peoples, 
against imperialism and capitalism, against class exploitation and national 
oppression, and for the establishment of socialism as the first stage of communism. 

This theory is Marxism, further developed and enriched by Lenin and Stalin 
for the epoch of imperialism and proletarian revolution. And what is Marxism? 

‘‘Marxism is the science of the laws of development of nature and society, the 
science of the revolution of the oppressed and exploited masses, the science of 
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the building of Communist society’? (Joseph Stalin, Marxism and Linguistics, 
International Publishers, 1951, p. 47) (ibid., p. 4). 

New experience and knowledge, new formulas and deductions— these are the 
methods of living science, of Marxism. Lenin and Stalin have given the world 
the greatest and most profound scientific results by embodying new experiences 
and knowledge into new Marxist formulas and deductions. This is creative 
Marxism, the Marxism of Marx, Engels, Lenin, and Stalin. 

Leninism is the Marxism of the epoch of imperialism and proletarian revolution, 
It is the only Marxism of our time. 

Lenin and his great continuer, Stalin, have developed fully the theory of the 
proletarian dictatorship by means of which the working class carries through the 
socialist revolution and the transformation from capitalism to socialism. They 
have demonstrated that the Soviet form of the proletarian dictatorship is the 
most advanced and perfect state form, foreseeing at the same time that the present 
epoch will bring forth new and different forms of working-class rule in accord with 
the conditions of the various periods and the national peculiarities of each country. 

Lenin and his great continuer, Stalin, have created and rendered concrete the 
teachings of the role of the revolutionary party of the working class as the leading 
factor in the struggle for the victory of the proletarian revolution, as the leading 
and guiding force in socialist society, as the inspirer and organizer of the victory 
of socialism * * * (ibid., p. 5). 

Leninism is not a dogma but a guide to action. This is what Lenin said about 
Marxism. Having mastered the theory of Marxism, Lenin has developed it 
further to meet the needs and solve the new problems raised by the new epoch— 
the epoch of imperialism and proletarian revolution. He has raised the theory 
of Marxism to unprecedented heights, making it the guide and inspiration of 
millions upon millions of people all over the world. 

This is also Stalin’s understanding of Marxism. He speaks of creative Marxism, 
not dogmatic. He says: ‘““The Marxist-Leninist theory is not a dogma but a guide 
to action’ (History of the C. P. 8. U., p. 356). But what is a guide to action? 

The ideologists and executioners of the American police state have sought to 
make their own “contribution” also on this point. And for very practical pur- 
poses: to promote further the destruction of the Bill of Rights, to hasten the 
outlawing of the teachings of Marxism-Leninism and the imprisonment of its 
advocates. 

Consequently, the scientific proposition that Marxism-Leninism is not a dogma 
but a guide to action became transformed in the hands of the persecutors of 
communism into another little gangster-gadget for the commission of crime, for 
the violent overthrow of the Government. 

The police state reasoning runs something like this: Theory is not a dogma but 
a guide to action. What action? Revolution. What is revolution? Force and 
violence. Hence, concludes the police state, guide to aetion means guide to force 
and violence. And on the basis of this crude and ugly caricature of Marxism- 
Leninism, produced by means of fraud, falsification, and frame-up, an attempt is 
made to outlaw an American political party, to outlaw the teaching of a social 
science and to put in jail the advocates of this advanced social science * * * 
(ibid., pp. 6-7). 

What then is the real meaning of the scientific proposition that Marxism- 
Leninism is not a dogma but a guide to action? 

It means, first of all, that Marxism-Leninism is a science, not a collection of 
dogmas or articles of faith. 

“The Marxist-Leninist theory is the science of the development of society, the 
science of the working-class movement, the science of the proletarian revolution, 
the science of the building of the Communist society”’ (ibid., p. 355). 

It means, secondly, that in order io use Marxism-Leninism as a guide to action, 
it is necessary to master Marxist-Leninist theory. But what do we mean by 
mastering Marxist-Leninist theory? 

“Mastering the Marxist-Leninist theory does not at all mean learning all its 
formulas and conclusions by heart and clinging to their every letter. To master 
the Marxist-Leninist theory we must first of all learn to distinguish between its 
letter and substance. 

‘Mastering the Marxist-Leninist theory means assimilating the substance of 
this theory and learning to use it in the solution of the practical problems of the 
revolutionary movement under the varying conditions of the class struggle of the 
proletariat” (ibid., p. 355) (ibid., p. 7). 

Take for example the Marxist-Leninist theory of the socialist revolution and 
the proletarian dictatorship. This is a scientific theory. It has therefore uni- 
versal validity, 7. e., it correctly reflects the historical system of society and the 
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rise and consolidation of the socialist system. Consequently, this theory is 
capable of serving as a guide to action to the working class and their vanguard 
parties in all countries in the advance toward socialism. 

Not as a dogma or device or blueprint, but as a guide to action. And here is 
how Lenin himself understands it. 

The working class of each country advances towards victory over the bourgeoisie 
‘in its own way.”’ Marxist-Leninists must ‘‘take into account both the main 
fundamental task of the struggle * * * and the specific features which this 
struggle assumes * * * in each separate country” (‘‘Left-Wing’? Commun- 
ism—An Infantile Sickness, p. 72). 

Further: Communists must find “such an application of the fundamental 
principles of Communism (Soviet power and the dictatorship of the proletariat) 
as will correctly modify these principles in certain particulars, correctly adapt and 
apply them to national and national-state differences.’’ The main tasks of 
Communists is to find that ‘which is peculiarly national, specifically national in 
the conerete manner in which each country approaches the fulfillment of the single 
international task.’’ Finally, the Communists must seek out ‘‘the forms of 
transition or approach to the proletarian revolution” (ibid., p. 73). 

Hence, mastering Marxist-Leninist theory means learning to use this theory 
in the solution of the practical problems of the class struggle under the varying 
and different conditions of each country and peried. But it means more than that. 

‘*Mastering the Marxist-Leninist theory means being able to enrich this theory 
with the new experience of the revolutionary movement, with new propositions 
and conclusions, it means being able to develop tt and advance it without hesitating 
to replace—in accordance with the substance of the theory—such of its proposi- 
tions and conclusions as have become antiquated by new ones corresponding to the 
new historical situation’ (History of the é P. 8 .U., p. 356). 

The truth of the foregoing has been magnificently demonstrated by the leader- 
ship and work of Lenin and Stalin. Leninism itself—the Marxism of our time— 
is the product of this sort of mastery of Marxism, as is the further development of 
the theory by Stalin” (ibid., pp. 7-8). 


In summary rebuttal of the foregoing, we may note: 

(1) ‘The Communists believe in and advocate the teachings of 
Lenin.” 

(2) Lenin teaches the overthrow and destruction of government by 
force and violence, as evidenced by his statements set forth in the next 
section of this paper. 

(3) Stalin supports and reiterates Lenin’s teaching on force and 
violence and, with Lenin, rejects “peaceful means,” as evidence set 
forth in subsequent sections demonstrates. 

(4) Neither Lenin nor Stalin has diminished the substance of 
Marxist-Leninist theory on violent proletarian revolution; in fact, they 
have intensified it, ruling out possible “exceptions” to the law of 
violent revolution. 

(5) Communists admit that Marxism-Leninism is their guide to 
action. Naturally there will be some differences in application of the 
theory in different countries, at different times. But the Communists 
themselves demand that the suwbstance—the fundamental principles— 
be at all times preserved. And that substance calls for the use of force 
and violence in overthrowing non-Communist governments. 


IIT. Communist “Cuiassics” Tracu AND ADVOCATE THE OVERTHROW 
AND DestrucTION oF GOVERNMENT BY ForCE AND VIOLENCE 


A. TEACHINGS OF MARX AND ENGELS 


The highly authoritative History of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union (Bolsheviks) summarizes the teachings of Marx and 
£ 
Engels on the question of force and violence: 


Marx and Engels taught that it was impossible to get rid of the power of capital 
and to convert capitalist property into public property by peaceful means, and 
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that the working class could achieve this only by revolutionary violence against 
the bourgeoisie, by a proletarian revolution, by establishing its own political 
rule—the dictatorship of the proletariat—which must crush the resistance of the 
exploiters and create a new, classless, Communist society (History of the Com- 
munist Party of the Soviet Union (Bolsheviks), p. 9. (New York: International 
Publishers, 1939)). 


As evidence of how highly the Communist Party, USA regards 
the above-cited work, we may note the following: 


A theoretical contribution of Stalin which, like the Foundations of Leninism 
and his other theoretical works, ranks with the fundamental theoretical and 
philosophical works of Marx, Engels, and Lenin is the History of the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union. The history is a fountain-head of Marxist-Leninist 
knowledge—theory, ideology, strategy, tactics, principles of organization. It is 
a guide to Marxist-Leninist action. It embodies the theoretical and program- 
matic positions of Marxism-Leninism (Alexander Bittelman, Stalin: On His 
Seventieth Birthday, Political Affairs, December 1949, p. 8). 


Lenin summarizes the teachings of Marx and Engels on the issue 
of force and violence in these terms: 


* * * it was Marx who taught that it is not enough for the proletariat 
simply to conquer state power in the sense that the old state apparatus passes 
into new hands, but that the proletariat must smash, break this apparatus and 
substitute a new one for it. 

Kautsky abandons Marxism for the opportunists, because precisely this de- 
struction of the state machine * * * completely disappears from his argu- 
ment, and he leaves a loophole for them which enables them to interpret ‘‘conquest’ 
as simply winning a majority (V. I. Lenin, The State and Revolution, Selected 
Works, vol. VII, p. 105. (New York: International Publishers, 1943)) 

Everything Marx and Engels preached for forty years, from 1852 to 1891, 
demonstrating the necessity for the proletariat to “smash” the bourgeois state 
machine, has been completely forgotten, distorted, and thrown overboard by 
Kautsky the renegade (V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, vol. XXIII, p. 233. (New 
York: International Publishers, 1945)). 

We have already said above, and shall show more fully later, that the doctrine 
of Marx and Engels concerning the inevitability of a violent revolution refers to 
the bourgeois state. The latter cannot be superseded by the proletarian state (the 
dictatorship of the proletariat) in the process of ‘“‘withering away’’; as a general 
rule, this can happen only by means of a violent revolution. The panegyrie Engels 
sang in its honour, and which fully corresponds to Marx’s repeated declarations 
(recall the concluding passages of The Poverty of Philosophy and The Communist 
Manifesto, with their proud and open declaration of the inevitability of a violent 
revolution; recall Marx’s Critique of the Gotha Programme of 1875, in which, 
almost thirty years later, he mercilessly castigates the opportunist character of 
that programme)—this panegyric is by no means a mere “impulse,’’ a mere decla- 
ration or a polemical sally. The necessity of systematically imbuing the masses 
with this and precisely this view of violent revolution lies at the root of the whole of 
Marx’s and Engels’ doctrine * * * (V. I. Lenin, The State and Revolution, 
Selected Works, vol. VII, p. 21 (New York: International Publishers, 1943). 
Note: Engels’ ‘‘panegyric”’ on violent revolution is set forth on the page following 
this one.) 

In view of the highly authoritative character of the foregoing 
“summaries’¢ of the teaching of Marx and Engels on force and v iolenc e, 
no further quotations in this connection may ‘be nec essary. However, 
selected quotations from the works of Marx and Engels themselves are 
now set forth in the event they are demanded by anyone challenging 
the proof. 

Force is the midwife of every old society pregnant with a new one. It is itself 
an economic power (Karl Marx, Capital, vol. J, p. 824. (Chicago: Charles H. 
Kerr & Co., 1906)). 

The Communists disdain to conceal their views and aims. They openly 
declare that their ends can be attained only by the forcible overthrow of all 


existing social conditions. Let the ruling classes tremble at a Communist revolu- 
tion. The proletarians have nothing to lose but their chains. They have a 
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world to win (Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, The Communist Manifesto, p. 
14. (New York: International Publishers, 1948)). 

For Herr Diihring force is the absolute evil; the first act of force is for him the 
original sin; his whole exposition is a jeremiad on the contamination, which this 
brought about, of all subsequent history by this original sin * * *. That 
force, however, plays another role in history, a revolutionary role; that, in the 
words of Marx, it is the midwife of every old society which is pregnant with the 
new, that it is the instrument by the aid of which social development forces its 
way through and shatters the dead, fossilised, political forms—of this there is 
not a word in Herr Diihring. It is only with sighs and groans that he admits the 
possibility that force will perhaps be necessary for the overthrow of the economic 
system of exploitation—unfortunately, because all use of force, forsooth, de- 
moralises the person who uses it. And this in spite of the immense moral and 
spiritual impetus which has resulted from every victorious revolution. * * * 
(F. Engels, Herr Eugen Diihring’s Revolution in Science (also known as “Anti- 
Diihring’’), p. 203. (New York: International Publishers, 1939). Notes: 1. The 
foregoing is the panegyric on violent revolution to which Lenin referred in the 
quotation on the page before this one. 2. Engels went on to characterize Diih- 
ring’s negative attitude toward violent revolution as ‘“‘this parsons’ mode of 
thought—lifeless, insipid and impotent * * *.’’) 

* * * the antagonism between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie is a 
struggle of class against class, a struggle which carried to its highest expression is a 
total revolution. Indeed, is it at all surprising that a society founded on the 
opposition of classes should culminate in brutal contradiction, the shock of body 
against body, as its final denouement? 

Do not say that social movement excludes political movement. There is never 
a political movement which is not at the same time social. 

It is only in an order of things in which there are no more classes and class antag- 
onisms that social evolutions will cease to be political revolutions. Till then, on the 
eve of every general reshuffling of society, the last word of social science will 
always be: “Le combat ou la mort, la lutte sanguinaire ou le neart. C'est ainsi que la 
question est invinciblement posee.’’—George Sand. (Karl Marx, The Poverty of 
Philosophy, p. 147. (New York: International Publishers, no date; printed in the 
U.S.S. R.) Notes: 1. The quotation from George Sand is translated in a footnote, 
same page: “‘Combat or death: bloody struggle or extinction. It is thus that the 
question is inexorably put.’’ 2. Lenin referred, in a quotation given earlier above, 
to Marx’s statement in the “concluding passages’ of The Poverty of Philosophy, 
relative to violent revolution; the quotation immediately above is from the last 
three paragraphs of that book.) 

Between capitalist and communist society lies the period of the revolution- 
ary transformation of the one into the other. There corresponds to this also a 
political transition period in which the state can be nothing but the revolutionary 
dictatorship of the proletariat. (Karl Marx, Critique of the Gotha Programme, 
p. 18. (New York: International Publishers, 1938). 


B. TEACHINGS OF LENIN 


In view of Foster’s statement that one of the Communist books 
which speaks out frankly and forthrightly concerning Communist 
policy on the question of force and violence is Lenin’s The State and 
Revolution, quotations will be limited to that work. It (The State 
and Revolution) is set forth in volume VII of Lenin’s Selected Works 
published by International Publishers, New York City, 1943. Page 
numbers which appear in parentheses after quotations set forth 
below are from that volume of Selected Works. Separate editions in 
book and pamphlet form are also available. It is noted that Foster 
stated that this is one of the books which the party circulates daily. 


“The state is the product and the manifestation of the irreconcilability of 
class antagonisms. The state arises when, where, and to the extent that class 
antagonisms cannot be objectively reconciled * * * (p. 8). 
if the state is the product of irreconcilable class antagonisms, if it is a 
power standing above society and “‘increasingly alienating itself from it,” it is clear 
that the liberation of the oppressed class is impossible, not only without a violent 
revolution, but also without the destruction of the apparatus of state power which 


* * * 
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was created by the ruling class and which is the embodiment of this “alienation.” 
As we shall see later, Marx very definitely drew this theoretically self-evident con- 
clusion from a concrete historical analysis of the tasks of the revolution * * * 
(p. 10). (Note: The inner quotation relative to “‘alienation’’ is from Engels, 
The Origin of the Family, Private Property, and the State, Chapter IX, Cf. p. 155 
of the 1942 International Publishers, N. Y., edition.) 

The substitution of the proletarian state for the bourgeois state is impossible 
without a violent revolution. The abolition of the proletarian state, 7. e., of the 
state in general, is impossible except through the process of ‘‘withering away” 
(pp. 21-22). 

The overthrow of bourgeois rule can be accomplished only by the proletariat, 
as the particular class whose economic conditions of existence train it for this 
task and provide it with the opportunity and the power to perform it * * * 
(p. 25). 

The doctrine of the class struggle, as applied by Marx to the question of the ° 
state and of the socialist revolution, leads inevitably to the recognition of the 
political rule of the proletariat, of its dictatorship, 7. e., of power shared with none 
and relying directly upon the armed forces of the masses. The overthrow of the 
bourgeoisie can be achieved only by the proletariat becoming transformed into 
the ruling class, capable of crushing the inevitable and desperate resistance of the 
bourgeoisie, and of organising all the toiling and exploited masses for the new 
economic order. 

The proletariat needs state power, the centralised organisation of force, the 
organisation of violence, for the purpose of crushing the resistance of the ex- 
ploiters and for the purpose of leading the great mass of the population—the 
peasantry, the petty bourgeoisie, the semi-proletarians—in the work of organising 
socialist economy (p. 26). 

Marx’s theory: ‘‘The state, 7. e., the proletariat organised as the ruling class,”’ 
is inseparably bound up with all he taught on the revolutionary role of the prole- 
tariat in history. The culmination of this role is the proletarian dictatorship, 
the political rule of the proletariat (p. 26). 

* %* * the conclusion is most precise, definite, practical and palpable: all 
the revolutions which have occurred up to now have helped to perfect the state 
machine, whereas it must be smashed, broken. 

This conclusion is the chief and fundamental thesis in the Marxian doctrine of 
the state. * * * 

The Communist Manifesto gives a general summary of history, which compels 
us to regard the state as the organ of class rule and leads us to the inevitable 
conclusion that the proletariat cannot overthrow the bourgeoisie without first 
capturing political power, without attaining political supremacy, without trans- 
forming the state into the ‘‘proletariat organised as the ruling class’; * * * 
(pp. 27-28). (Note: The ‘‘conclusion” to which Lenin refers is expressed in 
Marx’s book, The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, ch. VII. Cf. p. 108 
of the International Publishers (New York) edition, no date, which»was printed 
in the U.S. 5S. R.) 

A Marxist is one who extends the acceptance of the class struggle to the accept- 
ance of the dictatorship of the proletariat. This is where the profound difference 
lies between a Marxist and an ordinary petty (and even big) bourgeois. This 
is the touchstone on which the real understanding and acceptance of Marxism 
should be tested * * * (p. 38). 

Marx’s idea is that the working class must break up, smash the “ready-made 
state machinery,” and not confine itself merely to laying hold of it (p. 36). 

The words, “to smash the bureaucratic-military state machine,’ briefly ex- 
press the principal lesson of Marxism on the tasks of the proletariat in relation 
to the state during arevolution * * * (p. 37). 

The Commune is the first attempt of a proletarian revolution to smash the 
bourgeois state machine and it constitutes the political form, ‘‘at last discovered,”’ 
which can and must supersede the smashed machine (p. 53). 

Democracy for an insignificant majority, democracy for the rich—that is the 
democracy of capitalist society * * * (p. 80). 

But from this capitalist democracy—inevitably narrow, tacitly repelling the 
poor, and therefore hypocritical and false to the core—development does not 
proceed simply, smoothly, and directly to “greater and greater democracy,” 
as the liberal professors and petty-bourgeois opportunists would have us believe. 
No, development—towards communism—proceeds through the dictatorship 
of the proletariat; it cannot do otherwise, for the resistance of the capitalist 
exploiters cannot be broken by anyone else or in any other way. 
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But the dictatorship of the proletariat, i. e., the organisation of the vanguard 
of the oppressed as the ruling class for the purpose of crushing the oppressors, 
cannot result merely in an expansion of democracy. Simultaneously with an 
immense expansion of democracy which for the first time becomes democracy for 
the poor, democracy for the people, and not democracy for the rich, the dictator- 
ship of the proletariat imposes a series of restrictions on the freedom of the oppres- 
sors, the exploiters, the capitalists. We must crush them in order to free humanity 
from wage-slavery; their resistance must be broken by force; it is clear that where 
there is suppression there is also violence, there is no freedom, no democracy 
(pp. 80-81). 

Democracy is of great importance for the working class in its struggle for 
freedom against the capitalists. But democracy is by no means a boundary that 
must not be overstepped; it is only one of the stages in the process of development 
from feudalism to capitalism, and from capitalism to communism (p. 91). 

* * * ata certain stage in the development of democracy, it first rallies the 
proletariat as a revolutionary class against capitalism, and gives it the opportunity 
to crush, to smash to atoms, to wipe off the face of the earth the bourgeois, even 
the republican bourgeois, state machine, the standing army, the police and 
bureaucracy; to substitute for all this a more democratic, but still a state machine 
in the shape of the armed masses of workers who become transformed into a 
universal people’s militia (pp. 91-92). 

As we have seen, Marx wanted to say that the working class must smash 
break, blow up (Sprengung—the expression used by Engels) the whole state 
machine. But according to Bernstein it would appear as though Marx in thes 
words warned the working class against excessive revolutionary zeal when seizing 
power. 

A cruder and uglier distortion of Marx’s idea cannot be imagined (p. 98). 

From 1852 to 1891, for 40 years, Marx and Engels taught the proletariat that 
it must smash the state machine * * * (p. 99). 

The workers, having conquered political power, will smash the old bureaucratic 
apparatus, they will shatter it to its very foundations, they will not leave a single 
stone of it standing * * * (p. 101). 

* * * at was Marx who taught that it is not enough for the proletariat 
simply to conquer state power in the sense that the old state apparatus passes 
into new hands, but that the proletariat must smash, break this apparatus and 
substitute a new one for it. 

Kautsky abandons Marxism for the opportunists, because precisely this destruc- 
tion of the state machine, which is utterly unacceptable to the opportunists, com- 
pletely disappears from his argument, and he leaves a loophole for them which 
enables them to interpret ‘‘conquest’’ as simply winning a majority (p. 105). 

Opposition and the political struggle in general are beside the point; we are 
concerned with revolution. Revolution means that the proletariat will destroy 
the ‘administrative apparatus”’ and the whole state machine, and substitute for 
it a new one consisting of the armed workers * * * (p. 106). 

* %* * we shall go forward to a split with these traitors to socialism, and we 
shall fight for the complete destruction of the old state machine in order that 
the armed proletariat itself shall become the government * * * (p. 110). 

We shall go forward to a split with the opportunists; and the whole of the class 
concious proletariat will be with us—not for the purpose of ‘‘shifting * * * 
the relation of forces,’’ but for the purpose of overthrowing the bourgeotsie, destroy- 
ing bourgeoise parliamentarism, for a democratic republic after the type of the 
Commune, or a republic of Soviets of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies, for the 
revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat (p. 110). 


Lenin also discussed Fngels’ admission of an exception to the law 
of violent revolution. He states that Engels ‘‘admits that in repub- 
lican or very free countries ‘one can conceive’ (only ‘conceive’) of a 
peaceful development toward socialism * * *’ Note the emphasis 
Lenin places on the point that peaceful development is only con- 
ceivable (Lenin, Selected Works, vol. VII, p. 65). It may be of 
interest to note in addition that William Z. Foster uses the word 
“thinkable’’ when speaking of such an exception to the rule of violence 
(Foster, In Defense of the Communist Party and the Indicted Leaders, 
p. 22). These are very mild words, indeed, when compared with the 
statements of Lenin and Stalin asserting that violent proletarian 
revolution is necessary, and ruling out “exceptions” as being invalid. 
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C. TEACHINGS OF STALIN 


At the outset of this paper William Z. Foster was quoted as saying 
that Stalin’s Foundations of Leninism was one of the books which 
spoke frankly and forthrightly concerning force and violence. Fur- 
thermore, he stated that the party circulated that book daily. 
Accordingly, quotations from Stalin will be limited to those taken 
from that work. 

The Communist Party, USA, regards Leninism as being— 


the only Marxism of the imperialist epoch, * * * the most advanced and 
only true science of social development * * ¥*., 

Leninism, which enriched and further extended Marxism in the epoch of 
imperialism, is in its main laws and concepts universally applicable. It is as 
native to the United States as is the American working class, as the class struggle 
raging in our country (Political Affairs, January 1950, pp. 5, 9). 


Stalin defines Leninism as the theory and tactics of the proletarian 
revolution and the dictatorship of the proletariat. He declares that 
this dictatorship is one of violence and that it comes into being in 
the process of violent proletarian revolution. 


Leninism is Marxism of the era of imperialism and of the proletarian revolution. 
To be more exact, Leninism is the theory and tactics of the proletarian revolution 
in general, the theory and tactics of the dictatorship of the proletariat in par- 
ticular * * * (Joseph Stalin, Foundations of Leninism, p. 10. (New York, 
International Publishers, 1939)). 

The question of the proletarian dictatorship is above all a question of the main 
content of the proletarian revolution. The proletarian revolution, its movement, 
its scope and its achievements acquire flesh and blood only through the dictator- 
ship of the proletariat. The dictatorship of the proletariat is the instrument of 
the proletarian revolution, its organ, its most important mainstay, brought into 
being for the purpose of, firstly, crushing the resistance of the overthrown exploit- 
ers and consolidating the achievements of the proletarian revolution, and, secondly, 
carrying the proletarian revolution to its completion, carrying the revolution to 
the complete victory of socialism. The revolution can vanquish the bourgeoisie, 
can overthrow its power, without the dictatorship of the proletariat. But the 
revolution will be unable to crush the resistance of the bourgeoisie, to maintain 
its victory and to push forward to the final victory of socialism unless, at a certain 
stage in its development, it creates a special organ in the form of the dictatorship 
of the proletariat as its principal mainstay. 

‘The fundamental question of revolution is the question of power.”’ (Lenin.) 
Does this mean that all that is required is to assume power, to seize it? No, it 
does not mean that. The seizure of power is only the beginning. For many 
reasons the bourgeoisie that is overthrown in one country remains for a long time 
stronger than the proletariat which has overthrown it. Therefore, the whole point 
is to retain power, to consolidate it, to make it invincible * * *  (bid., 
pp. 47, 48). 

* %* * it is evident that the dictatorship of the proletariat is not a mere 
change of personalities in the government, a change of cabinet, etc., leaving the 
old economie and political order intact. * * * The dictatorship of the prole- 
tariat is not a mere change of government, but a new state, with new organs of 
power, both central and local; it is the state of the proletariat, which has arisen 
on the ruins of the old state, the state of the bourgeoisie (ibid., pp. 51, 52, 538). 

The dictatorship of the proletariat arises not on the basis of thé bourgeois 
order, but in the process of the breaking up of this order after the overthrow of 
the bourgeoisie, in the process of the expropriation of the landlords and capitalists, 
in the process of the socialization of the principal instruments and means of pro- 
duction, in the process of violent proletarian revolution. The dictatorship of the 
proletariat is a revolutionary power based on the use of force against the 
Pee eaiate 

Briefly : the dictatorship of the proletariat is the rule—unrestricted by law and based 
on force—of the proletariat over the bourgeoisie, a rule enjoying the sympathy and 
support of the labouring and exploited masses (The State and Revolution) (Ibid., p. 53). 

The dictatorship of the proletariat cannot arise as the result of the peaceful 
development of bourgeois society and of bourgeois democracy; it can arise only as 
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the result of the smashing of the bourgeois state machine, the bourgeois army, the 
bourgeois bureaucratic machine, the bourgeois police (Ibid., p. 54). 


In this same work, Stalin describes our current epoch as one of 
preparation for world revolution; he states that the Bolshevik Revolu- 
tion has passed through two stages and is now in its third: 


Third stage: Commenced after the October Revolution. Objective: to con- 
solidate the dictatorship of the proletariat in one country, using it as a base for the 
overthrow of imperialism in all countries. The revolution is spreading beyond the 


confines of one country; the period of world revolution has commenced * * * 
(Ibid., p. 91). 


IV. “Pracerut Means” Specrricatty Resecrep By Lenin AND 
STALIN 


Communists sometimes seek to confuse the issue by pointing out 
that at one time Marx admitted the possibility of the achievement of 
socialism by peaceful means. 

William Z. Foster attempted this in 1949. He declared: 


The great Communist theoreticians, however, have never taken the position 
that it was impossible, under any conceivable conditions, to achieve Socialism by 
peaceful means. On the contrary, they distinctly foresaw such possibilities. 

Thus Marx, estimating the situation three generations ago in Great Britain 
and the United States, said: ‘“‘If, for example, the working class in England and 
the United States should win a majority in Parliament, in Congress, it could legally 
abolish those laws and institutions which obstruct its development’’ (Briefe an 
Bebel, Liebknecht, Kautsky und Andere, pp. 516, 517, Moscow, 1933) (William 
Z. Foster, In Defense of the Communist Party and the Indicted Leaders, p. 22. 
(New York: New Century Publishers, July, 1949.) Notes: 1. The German title 
of the 1933 Moscow publication is translated: ‘‘Letters to Bebel, Liebknecht, 
Kautsky and Others.’’ The quotation also appears in Marxism and the Demo- 
cratic Tradition, by A. Landy, p. 173. (New York: International Publishers, 
1946.) 2. The use of this quotation in The Communist, February 1944, p. 130, 
indicates it was written by Marx in 1878—thus falling within the “seventies,” 
and coming within the scope of Lenin’s reference below.) 


Lenin vehemently denounced those who tried to make out a case 
for the peaceful transition from capitalism to socialism on the basis of 
Marx’s statement during the ‘‘seventies.”’ 


(The argument that Marx in the ‘‘seventies’”’ granted the possibility of a peaceful 
transition to socialism in England and America is the argument of a sophist, or, 
to put it bluntiy, of a swindler who juggles with quotations and references. First, 
Marx regarded this possibility as an exception even then. Secondly, in those 
days monopoly capitalism, 7. e., imperialism, did not’ yet exist. Thirdly, in 
England and America there was no military then—as there is now—serving as the 
chief apparatus of the bourgeois state machine) (V. 1. Lenin, “The Proletarian 
Revolution and the Renegade Kautsky,’’ Collected Works, vol. XXIII, pp. 233- 
234. This is an article by Lenin concerning his pamphlet of the same title.) 

Marx had made earlier (1871, 1874) statements concerning the 
possibility of an exception to the rule of violent revolution. Lenin 
eliminated the 1871 statement, specifically, in the following manner. 

In a letter written in London, April 12, 1871, Marx wrote concerning 
the uprising of the workers who formed the Paris Commune: 

If you look at the last chapter of my Eighteenth Brumaire you wil! find that I 
say that the next attempt of the French revolution will be no longer, as before, to 
transfer the bureaucratic-military machine from one hand to another, but to smash 
it, and that is essential for every real people’s revolution on the Continent. 


* * * (Karl Marx, Letter to Kugelmann April 12, 1871, in Karl Marx and 
Frederick Engels—Selected Correspondence (1846-95), p. 309.) 
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Lenin points out that Marx’s exception (expressed in the phrase 
“* * * on the Continent,” 2. e., of Europe) is no longer valid. 


It is interesting to note two particular points in the above-quoted passage in 
Marx’s argument. First, he confines his conclusions to the Continent. This 
was natural in 1871, when England was still the model of a purely capitalist 
country, but without militarism and, to a considerable degree, without a bureauc- 
racy. Hence, Marx excluded England, where a revolution, even a people’s 
revolution, could be conceived of, and was then possible, without the condition 
of first destroying the “ready-made state machinery.” 

Today, in 1917, in the epoch of the first great imperialist war, Marx’s exception 
is no longer valid. Both England and America, the greatest and last representa- 
tives of Anglo-Saxon “liberty,” in the sense that militarism and bureaucracy 
are absent, have today plunged headlong into the all-European, filthy, bloody 
morass of bureaucratic-military institutions to which everything is subordinated 
and which trample everything under foot. Today, both in England and America 
the “essential’’ thing for “every real people’s revolution” is the smashing, the 
destruction of the “ready-made state machinery” (brought in those countries, 
between 1914 and 1917, to general ““Kuropean”’ imperialist perfection). 

Secondly, particular attention should be paid to Marx’s extremely profound 
remark that the destruction of the military and bureaucratic state machine is 
“essential for every real people’s revolution” (V. I. Lenin, The State and Revo- 
lution, Selected Works, vol. VII, p. 37 (New York: International Publishers, 
1943)). 

In Europe, in 1871, there was not a single country on the Continent in which 
the proletariat constituted the majority of the people. A “people’s’’ revolution, 
that swept actually the majority in its stream, could be such only if it embraced 
the proletariat and the peasantry. Both classes then constituted the “people.” 
Both classes were united by the fact that the “bureaucratic-military state 
machine’’ oppressed, crushed, exploited them. To smash this machine, to break 
it up—this is what is truly in the interests of the “‘people,” of the majority, the 
workers and most of the peasants, this is what is “‘essential’’ for the free alliance 
between the poor peasantry and the proletarians; without such an alliance 
democracy is unstable and the socialist reformation is impossible (Ibid., p. 38). 


Stalin, too, discusses Marx’s statements concerning the possibility 
of using peaceful means. He follows Lenin closely i in dismissing the 
matter as an exception which is no longer valid. The only exception 
which he admits is one in which, Communist power having spread 
widely throughout the world, some capitalist governments may decide 
to yield power “voluntarily” rather than fight. It is interesting to 
note that Stalin himself puts quotation marks around the word 

‘“‘voluntary’’—clearly indicating that the act of submission would not 
be truly voluntary, 7. e., completely free. (An example of this type 
of ‘‘peaceful deve lopment” toward socialism might be the following: 
If the United States—the “citadel of world capitalism’’—were to be 
overthrown and conquered by the Communists, other countries in 
this hemisphere might choose ‘voluntarily’ to accept Communist 
rule.) 

In a preface to The Communist Manifesto Marx and Engels wrote, quoting from 
The Civil War in France: 

“The working class cannot simply lay hold of the re ete machine 
and wield it for its own perpoess ’’ (Marx, Selected Works, vol. I 190)). 

In a letter to Kugelmann (1871) Marx wrote that the ‘task of the proletarian 
revolution is ‘‘no longer as before, to transfer the bureaucratic military machine 
from one hand to another, but to smash it, and that is a preliminary condition 


for every real people’s revolution on the Continent’’ (Marx, Selected Works, vol. 
II, p. 528). 

Marx’s qualifying phrase about the Continent gave the opportunists and 
Mensheviks of all countries a pretext for proclaiming that Marx had thus con- 
ceded the possibility of the peaceful evolution of bourgeois democracy into a pro- 
letarian democracy, at least in certain countries outside the European continent 
(England, America). Marx did in fact concede that possibility, and he had good 
grounds for conceding it in regard to England and America in the seventies of 
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the last century, when monopoly capitalism and imperialism did not yet exist, 
and when these countries, owing to the special conditions of their development, 
had as yet no developed militarism and bureaucracy. That was the situation 
before the appearance of developed imperialism. But later, after a lapse of thirty 
or forty years, when the situation in these countries had radically changed, when 
imperialism had developed and had embraced all capitalist countries without 
exception, when militarism and bureaucracy had appeared in England and 
America also, when the special conditions for peaceful development in England 
and the United States had disappeared—then the qualification in regard to these 
countries necessarily could no longer hold good (Joseph Stalin, Foundations of 
Leninism, p. 55. (New York: International Publishers, 1939.) Note: The refer- 
ences to Marx’s Selected Works cited by Stalin as his sources appear in the text 
on page 55 of Foundations of Leninism). 


Stalin then goes on to quote from Lenin’s The State and Revolution 
the same passage which has already been set forth above in the section 
on the Teachings of Lenin. The source is Lenin, Selected Works, 
volume VII, page 37, wherein Lenin states that Marx’s exception is 
no longer valid and that the smashing and destruction of the state 
machine is the preliminary condition for every real people’s revolution 
in both England and America. 

Stalin continues: 


In other words, the law of violent proletarian revolution, the law of the smash- 
ing of the bourgeois state machine as a preliminary condition for such a revolution, 
is an inevitable law of the revolutionary movement in the imperialist countries 
of the world. 

Of course, in the remote future, if the proletariat is victorious in the most 
important capitalist countries, and if the present capitalist encirclement is replaced 
by a socialist encirclement, a ‘‘peaceful’’ path of development is quite possible for 
certain capitalist countries, whose capitalists, in view of the “unfavourable” 
international situation, will consider it expedient ‘‘voluntarily’’ to make sub- 
stantial concessions to the proletariat. But this supposition applies only to a 
remote and possible future. With regard to the immediate future, there is no 
ground whatsoever for this supposition. 

Therefore, Lenin is right in saying: 

“The proletarian revolution is impossible without the forcible destruction of 
the bourgeois state machine and the substitution for it of a new one * * *” 
(Selected Works, vol. VII, p. 124) (Joseph Stalin, Foundations of Leninism, 
p. 56, (N. Y.: International Publishers, 1939). Note: The reference to Lenin’s 
Selected Works is given in the text quoted from Foundations of Leninism.) 


The Marx-Engels-Lenin Institute, Moscow, prepared “‘ Explanatory 
Notes” for Lenin’s Selected Works. With reference to the quotation 
which we have set forth above from The State and Revolution (Se- 
lected Works, vol. VII, p. 37), the following note is given. Because 
it is a succinct but substantially comprehensive rejection of ‘‘ peaceful 
means,’’ and because it sets forth an important quotation from Stalin, 
too, it is given here in full. 


Marx was of the opinion that, as a rule, power could pass to the proletariat only 
as a result of a violent revolution, but in certain countries it was possible, he 
thought, as an exception, for power to pass to the proletariat peacefully. In addi- 
tion to the passage from the letter to Kugelmann which Lenin quotes, and in which 
Marx limits the inevitability and the need for a violent revolution to the Continent 
of Europe, i. e., conceives of England and America being the exceptions to the 
rule, Marx also indicated this possibility for England and Holland in a speech he 
delivered at the Hague in 1874. In his pamphlet, The Peasant Question in France 
and Germany, Engels mentions Marx’s statement that “it would be advantageous 
for the proletariat to ransom themselves from the whole of this gang,” i. e., buy 
out the land, the factories, and other means of production from the bourgeoisie. 
In addition to the passage in The State and Revolution here commented on, an 
explanation of Marx’s opinion in regard to this question will also be found in 
“‘Left-Wing”’ Childishness and Petty-Bourgeois Mentality, in this volume. In 
both cases Lenin shows that the reasons which induced Marx to believe that a 
peaceful transition of power and the means of production to the proletariat was 
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possible in England are no longer valid. At the Fifteenth Conference of the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union, Comrade Stalin dealt with this question 
twice. He said: “The limitation or exception which Marx conceived of in the 
case of England and America was valid as long as there was no developed imperial- 
ism and developed bureaucracy in those countries. In Lenin’s opinion this limita- 
tion no longer applies in the new conditions of monopoly capitalism, when mili- 
tarism and bureaucracy have developed in England and America no less, if not 
more, than on the Continent of Europe. Therefore, violent revolution, the 
dictatorship of the proletariat, is an inevitable condition of the advance toward 
socialism in all imperialist countries without exception. That is why the oppor- 
tunists of all countries, in clutching at the conditional limitation which Marx 
conceived of, and in opposing the dictatorship of the proletariat, are defending not 
Marxism, but their own cause. Lenin arrived at this conclusion because he was 
able to distinguish between the letter of Marxism and the substance of Marxism: 
he regarded Marxism, not as a dogma, but as a guide to action” (Marx-Engels- 
Lenin Institute, Explanatory Notes, in V. I. Lenin, Selected Works, vol. VII, 
p. 439 (New York: International Publishers, 1943)). 


The Communist Party “line’’ is continually calling for changes and 
improvements in the political, economic, and social order; many of 
these might be considered ‘reforms.’ However, the Communist 
Party despises the “reformist”’ approach, as opposed to the “‘revolu- 
tionary’ one. Reforms are a means, not an end. They serve as a 
“cover” under which illegal work can be conducted. They serve to 
weaken the capitalist regime and prepare the way for the revolution. 
Stalin makes this clear: 


What is the difference between revolutionary tactics and reformist tactics? 

Some think that Leninism is opposed to reforms, opposed to compromises, and 
to agreements in general. This is absolutely wrong. Bolsheviks know as well 
as anybody else that in a certain sense “every little helps,” that under certain 
conditions reforms in general, and compromises and agreements in particular, 
are necessary and useful. 

“To carry on a war for the overthrow of the international bourgeoisie,”’ says 
Lenin, ‘‘a war which is a hundred times more difficult, protracted and complicated 
than the most stubborn of ordinary wars between states, and to refuse beforehand 
to manoeuvre, to utilise the conflict of interests (even though temporary) among 
one’s enemies, to refuse to temporise and compromise with possible (even though 
transient, unstable, vacillating, and conditional) allies—is not this ridiculous in 
the extreme? Is it not the same as if in the difficult ascent of an unexplored and 
heretofore inaccessible mountain we were to renounce beforehand the idea that at 
times we might have to go in zigzags, sometimes retracing our steps, sometimes 
giving up the course once selected and trying various others?” (Selected Works, 
vol. A, p. 111.) 

Obviously, therefore, it is not a matter of reforms or of compromises and agree- 
ments, but of the use people make of reforms and compromises. 

To a reformist, reforms are everything, while revolutionary work is something 
incidental, something just to talk about, mere eyewash. That is why, with re- 
formist tactics under the bourgeois regime, reforms are inevitably transformed 
into an instrument for strengthening that regime, an instrument for disintegrating 
the revolution. 

To a revolutionary, on the contrary, the main thing is revolutionary work and 
not reforms; to him reforms are byproducts of the revolution. That is why, with 
revolutionary tactics under the bourgeois regime, reforms are naturally trans- 
formed into instruments for disintegrating this regime, into instruments for 
strengthening the revolution, into a base for the further development of the 
revolutionary movement. 

The revolutionary will accept a reform in order to use it as an aid in combining 
legal work with illegal work, to intensify, under its cover, the illegal work for the 
revolutionary preparation of the masses for the overthrow of the bourgeoisie. 

This is what making revolutionary use of reforms and agreements under the 
conditions of imperialism means. 

The reformist, on the contrary, will accept reforms in order to renounce all 
illegal work, to thwart the preparation of the masses for the revolution and to rest 
in the shade of ‘‘bestowed”’ reforms (Joseph Stalin, Foundations of Leninism, 
pp. 103-104. (New York: International Publishers, 1939)). 
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